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A great many articles and books have been published on the control of 
nuclear arms in the nearly forty years since the bomb was dropped on 
Hiroshima but most of them have been written by experts for other 
members of the arms control community. The New Yorker's readership is 
wider than that community but unfortunately it too does not reach a wide 
public. Neither, I suppose, does The Dalhousie Review but it may pick up 
a few interested readers that The New Yorker does not. And perhaps 
others will take up the mission of spreading still farther the gospel accord­
ing to Dyson. A great merit of his book is that, unlike many others on the 
subject, it is likely by virtue of both its style and substance to hold the 
attention of lay readers once they have been induced to read it, and to give 
some measure of hope to those who have been unable to see a realistic way 
out of our present predicament and have concluded there is nothing they 
can do about it. 

Dyson fully recognizes the importance of the organized anti-nuclear 
movements that exist today but he also realizes that they can be effective 
in influencing those in control of the direction of arms policy only when 
they are agreed on an objective and when that objective is such that it can 
arouse broad public support. One instance of success is the inclusion in 
the Salt I Treaty of 1972 of the provision that binds the United States and 
the Soviet Union not to deploy serious ABM defences. On that occasion 
the few generals and politicians who opposed the provision were unable to 
stem the strong tide of popular opinion. 

Another objective that has a fair chance of succeeding within a few 
years is the freeze. In 1981 a Princeton citizens' peace movement, the 
Coalition for Nuclear Disarmament, debated its choice of objective. 
Would it be a freeze or no-first-use of nuclear weapons? Dyson, an active 
member of the group, belonged to the no-first-use party but he realized 
that it was useless as a campaign issue because the ordinary citizen would 
not understand what it meant. So he went along with the more politically 
experienced members of the group who said that the freeze was the only 
objective that had a chance of getting nationwide support. The group 
helped to get a freeze on the ballot for the 1982 election in New Jersey 
where it was approved by a large popular majority. He does not minimize 
the importance of achieving a freeze: 

If in the next few years a conseosus should develop in the United States 
population and government in favor of a freeze, this would have impor­
tant consequences. The Soviet government already expressed its wil­
lingness to negotiate the conditions of a freeze. If the United States were 
wholeheartedly in favor of a freeze, it is likely that a treaty could be 
negotiated which would achieve to a large extent the stated objective of 
the peace movement: stopping the nuclear arms race .... Such a treaty 
would be a major achievement (234). 

The freeze movement in the United States made substantial gains in 1984. 
A Boulder, Colorado, member of the movement reported on these in the 
Boulder Daily Camera of December 25, 1984: eighteen months before the 



BOOK REVIEWS 195 

1984 elections it organized a political action committee, Freeze Voter '84, 
which mobilized support for pro-freeze candidates. It was active in seven 
Senatorial and 36 House contests and succeeded in electing four pro­
freeze Senators and 25 pro-freeze Representatives. His assessment, a 
justified one, is: 

It is significant that for the first time, a foreign policy issue was impor­
tant enough to a large segment of mainstream America for a unified, 
organized electoral effort to be mobilized. And it is unprecedented for 
such an effort to have been so successful in such a short amount of time. 
Momentum is with the Freeze. 

Unfortunately the principal virtue of a freeze is that there is a fair chance 
of its leading in a few years to a negotiated treaty with the Soviet Union. It 
does nothing to reduce the danger of nuclear war which, as Dyson points 
out, arises more from the existing stock of weapons than the development 
of new ones. Nor does it address the incompatibility between the Ameri­
can concepts of assured destruction and limited nuclear war and the 
Soviet concept of a first-strike, and so does nothing to point the way to 
progressive arms reduction. Dyson dismisses other objectives of the anti­
nuclear movements in the United States because they have no chance of 
winning the support of the government or of a sufficiently large segment 
of the public. A crusade to ban the bomb and do it now suffers from this 
defect. It may indeed be emotionally satisfying to those who support it but 
Dyson does not consider this a virtue: it enables those who join it to 
indulge in what he calls vicarious pacifism. An indulgence is what it is and 
nothing more. It seems to me that vicarious pacifism also marks existing 
anti-nuclear movements outside United States: the opposition to the 
testing of the Cruise in Canada, the obstruction of its deployment in 
Britain, the opposition in some NATO countries to the acceptance of the 
Cruise and the Pershing II, and the determination of an increasing 
number of Australians that Australia, at least, be not contaminated with 
the filthy stuff. The fervour of those who participate in these protest 
movements attests to their concern and no doubt serves as a healthy 
reminder to governments that more and more persons want them to do 
something. But it fails to tell the government of the United States, the one 
government that in the first instance has to be persuaded, what it can 
realistically do. 

It was my reading of Dyson in the February issues of The New Yorker 
that led me, in late March in Halifax, to attend what was billed as a major 
conference: Beyond the Arms Race: Building Peace and Security. I went 
with his message in mind to discover to what extent the local movement 
appreciated the hard thinking and staying power that will be required to 
reach the ultimate goal of a nuclear-free world. Some sensible things were 
said from the platform and occasionally from the floor but I found little 
disposition to follow them up. One panelist found to his mild discomfiture 
that supporters of the local movement were sensitive to the charge of 
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naivety but naive was what many if not most of them were. I detected a 
belief that it was not necessary to seek the guidance of arms control 
experts, of 'intellectuals': goodwill and fervour were enough. I tested the 
knowledge of one participant by asking him whether he knew the differ­
ence between a first use and a first strike. He did not and I suspect that 
many others were equally ignorant. Well, they are in exalted company: in 
a speech in early September, 1984, Geraldine Ferraro revealed that she did 
not know either. The difference is a crucial one, so crucial that Dyson 
suggests that the first step in educating the public might well be to explain 
it. I found too a general belief that time is running out as if the continued 
escalation of the arms race itself increased the danger of nuclear war. It 
does not: neither of the superpowers is going to allow the other to get so 
far ahead that it will be readier than it is now to initiate nuclear warfare. 
The belief was put in a particularly sensational form on the cover of the 
Aprill984 issue of Quest, Canada's Urban Magazine (It's Three Minutes 
to Midnight and Counting ... ) to draw attention to its featured article. 
The belief is no doubt sincerely held but I cannot refrain from wondering 
whether the objective of its insistent reiteration is to frighten more persons 
into joining anti-nuclear movements on the mistaken assumption that if 
only enough of them were to put their shoulders to the wheel a quick 
solution is possible. Dyson knows better, and repeatedly reminds his 
readers that it will take twenty, thirty or more years for the way out he 
suggests to be completely successful, if it ever is. His is a long-range plan. 

In Part IV, the final part of his book, after assessing and for various 
reasons rejecting six other concepts, he explains it fully. He puts strongly 
the case for non-nuclear resistance. Accepting that it would involve some 
risk, he sees no convincing evidence that the risk the United States is now 
accepting is smaller. But he finally rejects this too because it is marked by 
vicarious pacifism though to a lesser extent than non-resistance, because 
it is insufficiently robust, and because it does not give due weight to the 
persistence of original sin. 

The plan he proposes is freer from these defects. It was first put forward 
in 1969 by an expert witness, Donald Brennan, in his testimony to a U.S. 
House subcommittee and has become known in the jargon of the arms 
control community as "parity plus damage-limiting". Dyson prefers the 
more readily understood "live-and-let-live". It requires the United States 
to say to the Soviet Union, "We prefer live Americans to dead Russians", 
to be expanded when bilateral negotiations have reached an appropriate 
stage to "We prefer live allies to dead enemies." It also requires the United 
States to abandon its concepts of assured destruction and limited nuclear 
war but progress is in principle negotiable since the Soviet counterforce 
doctrine is consistent with bilateral reductions to any desired level and 
because live-and-let-live "does not demand any substantial shift in Soviet 
doctrine or patterns of behavior'." In essence the proposal is for a shift in 
emphasis from offensive to defensive weapons. Its long-range objectives 
are the same as non-nuclear resistance but differ from it in that they are to 
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be achieved bilaterally instead of unilaterally and the shift from nuclear to 
non-nuclear defences is to come about as advances in technology improve 
the effectiveness of the latter. The problem of vicarious pacifism "hardly 
arises, since live-and-let-live is only mildly pacifism in concept and does not 
impose much greater risks upon our allies than upon ourselves". The 
problem of robustness is more serious because the concept is not easy to 
explain but it is logically coherent and politically practical and is robust 
enough to have a chance of holding the different constituencies in the 
United States together while negotiations are under way. It is also robust 
enough "to flourish in winter" because it does not require "a mood of 
joyful unanimity to make it politically acceptable." It is unlikely to be 
wrecked on the shoals of original sin because it does not require an 
unprecedented quantum leap in the moral capacity of humankind. 

Other experts may not be fully satisfied with some of his arguments; 
though I am not one of them I have a few queries myself. But his book 
could well serve as a text for the new public debate for which he says the 
time is now ripe. 

Dalhousie University J. H. Aitchison 

Technology and The Canadian Mind: Innis/McLuhan/Grant. By 
Arthur Kroker. Montreal: New World Perspectives, 1984. Pp., 144. 
Paper, $6.95. 

In this short but compelling book, Arthur Kraker dramatically explains 
how and why technology is a pre-occupation in Canadian thought. He 
begins with graphic accounts of technology's presence in the Canadian 
mindscape and landscape. The description, for example, of the obtrusive 
CN Tower in Toronto as a visual sign of an all-pervasive technological 
culture is emphatic enough to make the reader call up his or her forebod­
ing icons and images. References of this sort infuse the whole book yet it is 
principally taken up with the ideas of George Grant, Marshall McLuhan 
and Harold Innis. They are the composite proof of the Canadian intellec­
tual preoccupation with technology and Kraker provides a fairly compre­
hensive reading of their work. A chapter is devoted to each thinker but the 
author engages in some skillful cross-cutting which enables him to con­
tinually play up their differences and limitations. 

As Kraker sees it, Grant offers an eloquent discourse on technological 
dependency. The familiar Grant themes are explored: Canada's embrace 
with the United States, reliance on the forms and force of technology as 
being synonymous with a total submission to modernity, nihilism and the 
tenets ofliberalism and finally the insistence that it is technique itself that 
is our obsession as we strive toward mastery and domination intent only 
on the "will to will". The connection to Nietzsche is of course central and 
Kraker expends considerable effort analysing the linkage but unfortu-
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nately to the extent that he anoints Grant as "the Nietzsche of the New 
World". Both reached similar conclusions about the state of the human 
condition but their ideas about the fate and redemption of the world are 
very distinct. As for Grant's deeply Christian views, Kroker feels uncom­
fortable with them as if they spoil an otherwise accurate picture of the 
crisis of contemporary culture. 

For Kroker, it is Grant's fixation of belief and "panic remembrance" 
which ensure that his philosophy has "no means of translation into 
politics". Somehow natural law, revelation and constant reflection are not 
the kinds of action ultimately required to tackle the very consequences of 
technology that Grant decribes. Grant would no doubt regard such exclu­
sion as yet another submission to nihilism. Still, Kroker considers Grant a 
great commentator, if not a prophet. You can feel the affection for him as 
he recommends in almost religious tones how we must continue to listen 
to Grant listening for what Grant caBs the "intimations of deprival" in an 
increasingly technological age. 

Kroker does not have the same enthusiasm for the ideas of Marshall 
McLuhan. He rightly acknowledges McLuhan as a master rhetorician 
who has been instrumental in developing our awareness about the form of 
technology. But he castigates McLuhan for subordinating or dismissing 
outright political and economic realities such as corporate media concen­
tration. This is regarded as the great "blinds pot" and in stark contrast to 
Grant it enabled McLuhan to wholly embrace technology as an emanci­
patory force. Kroker holds out for liberating possibilities too and credits 
McLuhan with providing some of the genesis of hope. But the lack of 
political and economic dimensions remains the great omission. Kroker 
traces them to medical and religious perspectives. 

Since McLuhan regarded all forms of technology as extensions of 
ourselves, he saw in them the causes of social and cultural numbness and 
dislocation but also the cure for our communicative needs and iiis. As for 
the religious dimension, McLuhan was committed to Catholic humanism 
which enabled him to conceive of and accept technology as an instrument 
of cultural preservation and in universalist terms. Both perspectives, 
insists Kroker, placed McLuhan in the position of legitimating existing 
control and not recognizing Canada's particular situation vis-a-vis the 
United States. The end result was that McLuhan had no real understand­
ing about the possession of time and space, even though he often waxed 
brilliantly about the capacity of technology to extend and enrich 
ourselves. 

McLuhan's contradictions, omissions and naivete are unduly empha­
sized but Innis's positions are embraced almost to the point of praise. For 
Kroker, he combined the philosophical and political astuteness of Grant 
and McLuhan's rhetorical abilities. Innis emerges not so much as a 
theorist or prophet but as providing an all encompassing method to 
understand culture and technology. According to Kroker, Innis was the 
realist par excellence who got beyond Grant and McLuhan's diagnosis of 



BOOK REVIEWS 199 

technology by his careful attention to the seams and texture of history. 
The development of technology is to be considered in relation to the 
development of staples, commodities and institutions that are technol­
ogy's cause or consequence. Indeed, Innis appeared to wrestle with tech­
nology to the extent that its monopolistic and commercial tendencies he 
so feared seem capable of transcendence. Kroker concurs and Innis's 
method makes him optimistic. 

Nevertheless, he concludes his book with an almost Grant-like sobriety. 
Technology is the problem and the dependency and domination which it 
wreaks has created an "ethics gap". Kroker looks upon his three thinkers 
as having begun to provide the basis for rethinking and recasting technol­
ogy. Yet he is much more insistent than any of them in regarding the 
"American challenge" as the major obstacle to Canada controlling its 
cultural and technological destiny. 

However, a fixation with the American "technological dynamo" is 
partly the cause of the most glaring omission in the book as it turns 
Kroker away from our own backyard. There is virtually no consideration 
of the role of education as systems and process in the Canadian context. 
And education in the form of mass schooling is nothing more than 
technique in one of its most expansive and pervasive phases. Consider for 
example the role of universities. As cornerstones of the knowledge­
industry they not only use certain technologies, they invent, advance, 
exploit, sophisticate and perfect them. That our schools and universities 
are a mixture of American, British and French influences should also not 
divert us from attending to their crucial roles in the technological enter­
prise. Nevertheless, one might not have called Kroker on this omission if it 
were not for the intense interest in education of Grant, McLuhan and 
Innis. One only has to refer to Grant's essay on the university curriculum, 
to McLuhan's reception by the academy as well as his conception of media 
as classrooms without walls. As for Innis, his interest in education as a 
communication system and process runs throughout his work as attested 
by his "Idea File". He also served on a Manitoba Commission on Adult 
Education and judging from the views expressed, his rather elitist concep­
tion of the role of the university might seem incompatible with his fears 
about the monopolies of knowledge. 

Despite the omission, Technology and the Canadian Mind is a fine 
invitation to the ideas of Grant, McLuhan and Innis while also being an 
arresting consideration of the Canadian technological experience. I look 
forward to further installments of New World Perspectives of which this 
book is the first of a proposed series on North American thinkers. 

McGill University Lon Dubinsky 
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Queen's University, Volume II, 1917-1961. By Frederick W. Gibson. 
MeGill-Queen's University Press. 1983. pp. xiv, 318. $49.50. 

It is tempting for anyone who knew Queen's, as I did, during part of the 
time covered by Professor Gibson's history, to enter the volume through 
the index. And I must confess that is what I did. What a goodly company 
there is to be found: Andre Bieler, the painter, Arthur Lower, the histor­
ian; scientists like J.A. Gray, B.W. Sargent and Gleb Krotkov; Ralph 
Jeffrey, the mathematician; and, of course, R.C. Wallace, W.A. MacKin­
tosh and J.A. Corry, Principals during my time at Queen's. Of my own 
generation, there were people like Douglas Le Pan, John Meisel, J.E. 
Hodgetts, George Whalley, Hans Eichner, Gerard Bessette, David Slater 
and the author of this history, Frederick W. Gibson-men just beginning 
in the 'fifties to win national recognition. And still alive in the minds of 
everyone in my day and very visible in the early chapter of this book are 
such worthies as John Watson, 0.0. Skelton, Norman MacLeod Rogers, 
B.K. Sandwell, Peter McArthur and J.B. Harrison. To mention only 
these few names out of so many of like merit, is to suggest something of the 
massive influence which Queen's University has had on the cultural, 
political, scientific and educational life of this country. 

But, as I soon realized, it will not do to explore the Gibson volume in a 
random hunt for big game. The book has a shape. Its sub-title is "To serve 
and yet be free". In his Preface, Professor Gibson tells us that he has "tried 
to view the history of Queen's dispassionately and to write about it 
candidly and fairly, believing that for a university, no less than for an 
individual, it is worth being reminded of failures as well as successes". 

Certainly there are moments offailure recorded here and whole periods 
of disaffection. The Principalships of Bruce Taylor and W.H. Fyfe in the 
'twenties and 'thirties were blemished in Taylor's case by bad academic 
judgement and in Fyfe's by an indifference to the practical problems of 
university management. After one regrettable academic decision by Tay­
lor the young W.A. MacKintosh wrote to his Principal: 

I should inform you and the Board of Trustees that the strong claims 
which Queen's has had on my loyalty and services have all but dissolved 
and that I feel that the lack of good faith and the absence of any 
considered policy ... give little basis for hope for the future of the 
University. 

A rowdy student body and a lethargic faculty seemed to reflect an 
aimlessness and ineptitude in Taylor's governance. His successor, W.H. 
Fyfe, a fellow of infinite jest with the highest academic standards, was 
dismayed by the situation he found on his arrival from Britain: 

Many classes are, through lack of staff, already much too large for the 
purpose of effective instruction: there is a Jack of tutors to correct 
exercises and give personal advice; new developments and the expan­
sion of intellectual interest are beyond hope; and it is increasingly 
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difficult to find even the most meagre subsidy for that research work 
without which the spirit of a University loses life and power. 

With no previous experience in university administration, Fyfe "became 
at once-and remained-heavily dependent on his vice-principal and 
treasurer", D.W.E. McNeill, whose hoarding of "contingency money" 
and "reserves" prohibited any improvement in faculty, library, and 
research facilities. Enrollment declined and the old Queen's pride in 
herself dwindled. Fyfe did manage to make a few strong appointments 
and himself found outside financial support for music and the fine arts. 

But it was R.C. Wallace, installed as Principal in 1936, who restored a 
firm academic purpose to Queen's by restoring the authority of the 
Principal's office, by insisting that research was the heart of the academic 
enterprise, by discovering himself new sources of financial support while 
at the same time liberalizing McNeill's "reserve" and "contingency" 
policies. 

Progress was slow, painful but real in the late 'thirties but in the 
immediate post-war period and with the upsurge of the economy, Wallace 
was able to make a series of notable appointments and expand facilities 
for research in all the major areas. His successors, MacKintosh and 
Corry, in an even more hospitable economic environment, were able to 
carry Wallace's initiatives much further. There were, it is true, set-backs 
and crises. But the university had left adolescence behind. The unique 
character of Queen's foreshadowed in the days of George Monro Grant 
was now fully realized. 

It is impossible in a brief review to do justice to Professor Gibson's 
masterful deployment of detail drawn from archival holdings, public and 
private records, and direct personal knowledge. The book abounds in 
anecdote, brilliant portraiture, lucid appraisals of policy. Yet the details 
never obtrude. There is no cataloguing, no fact-for-fact's sake. Instead we 
have the readable, utterly engrossing study of a living organism, growing 
pains and all, coming to maturity not easily but well. 

There is one chapter that expresses in little the unique character of 
Queen's University and illustrates perfectly the sub-title of the book: "To 
serve and yet be free." It is an account of the cases of Israel Halperin and 
Glen Shortliffe, two distinguished Queen's professors who suffered from 
that form of anti-communist feeling which we think of now as "McCarth­
yism". Halperin, in the Gouzenko affair in 1945, was arrested and charged 
with having betrayed secret information to the Soviet Embassy. In a 
subsequent trial he was acquitted for lack of evidence against him. Princi­
pal Wallace immediately lifted the suspension against Halperin, restoring 
him to his place on the faculty. Certain members of the Board of Trustees 
protested vehemently and Wallace, adhering "to the British way, that 
until a man is proved guilty, he must be regarded as innocent," took the 
matter to the full Board where his defence of Halperin had the eloquent 
support of the Chancellor, Charles Dunning. No action was taken against 
Halperin. As Gibson puts it: 
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The Queens trustees served their university well. They had refused to be 
rushed into harsh or ill-considered action, they now upheld the author­
ity of the courts of Canada and the rights and liberties of Canadian 
citizens under the law .... At the same time they gave notice that at 
Queen's University there would be no witch-hunting for Communists or 
fellow travellers. 

The case of Glen Shortliffe was rather different. He had appeared regu­
larly on the CBC "Week End Review" and while wholly critical of Soviet 
abuses of human rights had been equally critical of right-wing dictator­
ships supported by the United States. Principal Wallace, in the midst of a 
fund-drive, was deluged with letters of protest from prominent citizens. 
He asked Shortliffe to modify his radio comments. Shortliffe promptly 
gave up his broadcasting. He shortly after accepted an offer from 
Washington University and resigned from Queen's only to find himself 
barred from entry to the United States. Wallace immediately reappointed 
Shortliffe to Queen's, unhappy and repentant that his own earlier "cen­
sorship" had caused his professor deep distress. As Gibson tells us "Shor­
tliffe was amazingly busy during the rest of his life .... His energies were 
remarkable and his wit indestructible. Yet at his very core he was a man 
disappointed in himself and in his country". 

Gibson's summary of the two episodes is judicious and fair: 

In the case of Israel Halperin the University dealt with the problems in a 
way that was altogether creditable to its officers and governing bodies; 
but, in the case of Glen Shortliffe, in a manner Jess so. Queen's, however, 
gave convincing proof of its desire to retain Shortliffe, as well as 
Halperin. Shortliffe's troubles stemmed mainly from the fact that 
neither he nor the university was able effectively to defend his civil 
liberties outside the academic community. Queen's although not imper­
vious to the infection of the cold war, showed itself to be, on the whole, a 
place of liberty. 

Dalhousie University Malcolm Ross 


